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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 29 September 2009 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed 29 September 2009 has been entered. Claims 1, 3-12, and 14-16 
are pending. Claim 1 is currently amended. Claims 2, 13, and 17-33 are cancelled. No claims 
are new. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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Specifically, the limitation "the user input identifying: ... a first identifier... and... a 
second identifier" is new matter. It does not appear from the specification that the user input 
identifies the first and second identifier. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3-12, and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Falkenhainer et al., U.S. 5,930,801 ("Falkenhainer"), in view of Owens et al., U.S. 6,047,284 
("Owens"). 

1 . Falkenhainer teaches "A computer program product, tangibly embodied in one or more 
information storage devices, for tailoring the storage of information, the computer program 
product comprising instructions operable to cause one or more data processing apparatuses to," 
see Fig. 1 and col. 3, 11. 13-23, "The http server 16 communicates with what is here called a 
'command utility' 18. The command utility 18 is a set of programs or subroutines, each program 
corresponding to one command which influences an 'object' as defined above." 

Falkenhainer teaches "present a user with options for tailoring an object" see Fig. 2 and 
"FIG. 2 is an example of a screen which can be presented to a user (typically, the owner or 
manager of an object) when it is desired to edit the permissions of the object." Falkenhainer 
does not teach that the "object" is an "object class definition.' 1 '' Owens, however, teaches that in 
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"object-oriented environments, a class defines a group of objects that share the same 
characteristics," see col. 6, 11. 1-5. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the database art at the time of the invention to define a class of objects instead of a single object 
because doing so would have allowed Falkenhainer's system to gain reusability of the access 
information, i.e. an owner could define a class of permissions that would apply to multiple files 
instead of a single one, see Owens col. 6, 11. 1-5. 

Falkenhainer teaches "the user input identifying: a first field" see Fig. 2, Table 1, col. 6, 
11. 10-14, "Below is a table describing the 'attributes' or detailed information which may be 
contained within each object retained in the object database 20," and col. 9, 1. 66 - col. 10, 1. 9, 
"FIG. 2 is an example of a screen which can be presented to a user (typically, the owner or 
manager of an object) when it is desired to edit the permissions of the object," where the claimed 
"first field" is the referenced "readers" field in Table 1 . Falkenhainer does not teach "to be 
included in the tailored object class definition.'''' Owens does, however, see Fig. 7, step 301. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the database art at the time of the 
invention to define a class of objects instead of a single object because doing so would have 
allowed Falkenhainer's system to gain reusability of the access information, i.e. an owner could 
define a class of permissions that would apply to multiple files instead of a single one, see 
Owens col. 6, 11. 1-5. 

Falkenhainer teaches "a second field," see Fig. 2 and Table 1, where the claimed "second 
field" is the referenced "writers" field of Table 1. Falkenhainer does not teach "to be included in 
the tailored object class definition." Owens does, however, see Fig. 7, step 301. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the database art at the time of the invention to 
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define a class of objects instead of a single object because doing so would have allowed 
Falkenhainer's system to gain reusability of the access information, i.e. an owner could define a 
class of permissions that would apply to multiple files instead of a single one, see Owens col. 6, 
11. 1-5. 

Falkenhainer teaches "a first user or group of users and a first identifier associated with 
the first field to identify that the first user or group of user is to be excluded from a first activity 
that involves the first field" see Fig. 2 and Table 1 , where the claimed "first user" is, for 
example, the referenced user "John Doe," the claimed "first identifier" is the referenced 
"handle," and the claimed "first activity" is the referenced reading. 

Falkenhainer teaches "and a second user or group of users and a second identifier 
associated with the second field to identify that the second user or group of users is to be 
excluded from a second activity that involves the second field" see Fig. 2, where the claimed 
"second group of users" is, for example, the referenced group "Anyone," the claimed "second 
identifier" is the referenced "handle," and the claimed "second activity" is the referenced 
writing. 

Falkenhainer teaches "tailor and store the object... to include the first field and the 
second field, identifiers of the first and second users or groups of users and the first and second 
identifiers and associations to their respective fields" see Table 1 and col. 8, 11. 24-33, "With the 
system of the present [method], however, the security properties of an object are embodied in the 
list of 'readers' and 'writers' listed in the object itself." Falkenhainer does not teach that the 
"object" is an "object class definition." Owens, however, teaches that in "object-oriented 
environments, a class defines a group of objects that share the same characteristics," see col. 6, 
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11. 1-5. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the database art at the time 
of the invention to define a class of objects instead of a single object because doing so would 
have allowed Falkenhainer's system to gain reusability of the access information, i.e. an owner 
could define a class of permissions that would apply to multiple files instead of a single one, see 
Owens col. 6, 11. 1-5. 

Falkenhainer does not teach "receive user input for tailoring the object class definition in 
response to the presentation of options." Owens does, however, see Fig. 7, step 301. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the database art at the time of the invention 
to define a class of objects instead of a single object because doing so would have allowed 
Falkenhainer's system to gain reusability of the access information, i.e. an owner could define a 
class of permissions that would apply to multiple files instead of a single one, see Owens col. 6, 
11. 1-5. 

Falkenhainer does not teach "and instantiate an object from the tailored object class 
definition.'" Owens does, however, see col. 6, 11. 1-5, "An object is created by being instantiated 
as a member of a class." Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
database art at the time of the invention to define a class of objects instead of a single object 
because doing so would have allowed Falkenhainer's system to gain reusability of the access 
information, i.e. an owner could define a class of permissions that would apply to multiple files 
instead of a single one, see Owens col. 6, 11. 1-5. Falkenhainer teaches "the instantiated object 
including the association of the first identifier with the first field and the association of the 
second identifier with the second field, wherein during data processing activities, the instantiated 
object excludes the first user or group of users from the first activity and the second user or 
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group of users from the second activity" see Table 1 and col. 8, 11. 34-44, "According to a 
currently-preferred embodiment. . . an object which describes a file, collection, or other object 
such as a calendar, has within its object data the 'handles' of its owner, its readers, and its 
writers. . . The readers are those users who have only read access to the file or collection; the 
writers are those users having write access." 

3. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to receive user input identifying 
a role that the first user or group of users plays in an operation" see Fig. 2 and Table I, where 
the claimed "role" is the referenced "Reader." 

4. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 3, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to associate an identifier of the 
role with the first field" see Table 1, where the claimed "identifier" is the referenced "readers" 
handle. 

5. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to receive user input identifying 
a fieldgroup that includes the first field" see Table 1, where the claimed "fieldgroup" is the 
referenced "handle-list." 

6. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to: receive first user input 
identifying the first field and the second field from a first individual" see Fig. 2, where the 
claimed "first individual" is the referenced user "Brian Falkenhainer." 
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Falkenhainer teaches "and receive second user input identifying the first user or group of 
users and the second user or group of users from a second individual" see Fig. 2, where the 
claimed "second individual" would be the referenced user "John Doe," who, like Brian 
Falkenhainer, also has manager rights. 

7. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions also cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to receive user input 
identifying the first activity from which the first user or group of users is excluded," see Fig. 2 
and Table 1, where the users associated with the reading activity are excluded from writing. 

8. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 7, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to receive user input identifying 
an authorization level identifying the first activity" see Fig. 2, where the claimed "authorization 
level" is the referenced reading. 

9. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 8, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to receive user input selecting 
the authorization level from a group of at least four authorization levels" see Fig. 2, where the 
claimed "four authorization levels" are the referenced reading, writing, managing, and none, 
which is indicated by "Remove From Access List." 

10. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions also cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to: identify a trigger; and 
based upon the identification of the trigger, end the association of the first identifier with the first 
field to indicate that the first user or group of users is no longer excluded from the first activity" 
see Fig. 2, where the claimed "trigger" is the user changing which boxes are checked. 
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1 1 . Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions also cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to: receive user input 
identifying an operation performed with the tailored object? see Fig. 2, where the claimed 
"operation" is the referenced reading. 

Falkenhainer teaches "and associate an operation identifier, the first identifier, and the 
first field to indicate that the first user or group of users is to be excluded from the first activity 
that involves the first field in the operation,'''' see Fig. 2 and Table 1 , where the users associated 
with the reading activity are excluded from writing. 

12. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 11, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to receive user input identifying 
a collaboration of at least two parties" see Fig. 2 and Table 1, where the claimed 
"collaboration" is the referenced user group(s). 

14. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein: the first 
activity comprises display of contents of the first field; and the second activity comprises display 
of contents of the second field" see col. 7, 11. 42-58, "When a command regarding the properties 
is submitted by a user to command utility 18, the command utility 18 displays the data within the 
object in a usable form on the screen of the user." 

15. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 1, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to create a graphical user 
interface to lead a user through the tailoring" see Fig. 2. 

16. Falkenhainer teaches "The computer program product of claim 15, wherein the 
instructions cause the one or more data processing apparatuses to create the graphical user 
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interface on a web browser" see Fig. 2 and col. 11, 11. 40-51, "Use of any programming 
language through the CGI, or any web server specific interface, enable the commands to be 
embedded in a web server such as http server 16." 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the 35 U.S.C. 103 rejection have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron Sanders whose telephone number is 571-270-1016. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00a-4:00p. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on 571-272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Tim T. Vo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
2168 

/Aaron Sanders/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2168 
28 October 2009 



